we cannot recreate the past, or even describe it in every detail. However, his argument could well lead one into a post-modernist stance that would deny factual objectivity and deny the possibility, ultimately, of any historical conclusions. It is not necessary to describe every detail, simply to amass factual knowledge, in order to arrive at an understanding of why things happened, not just how, where, or when. The Holocaust is explicable and we can arrive at such an understanding even if we have not necessarily done so yet.
When Roth says that historical analysis alone does not explain a historical event, what exactly does he mean? Historical analysis of the Holocaust assesses not only official documents, of course-many documents produced by the Germans are unreliable, as they often were produced to mislead rather than inform-but also memoirs of the victims and the 'bystanders' (an inexact and misleading term).
Fiction, drama, music, philosophical inquiry, psychology-all of these undoubtedly deepen our understanding. If Professor Roth wishes to add these to the analysis, we agree. If he introduces theological speculation, we will disagree. At the end of the day, historical investigation is, in my view, the central avenue for understanding of the Holocaust. It is that, I think, which can lead us to understand why the perpetrators did what they did, how they did it, where and when; why the victims reacted in the many ways they did, why the rest of the world, and the nations among whom the Jews lived, reacted or did not react. Ultimately, we will not reach an understanding of everything, but we can, I believe, reach respect-worthy understandings of the Holocaust because it was, unfortunately, human, and therefore explicable.
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